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ABSTRACT 

This study sought to design and test a survey 
instrument which examined college faculty satisfaction with their 
roles of teaching, research, and service. A panel of experts reviewed 
the Spanish and English versions of the 39 item survey for quality of 
items and grammatical accuracy. Thirty randomly selected faculty 
members from a population of 234 faculty at the Universidad 
Pedagogica Experimental Libertador (UPEL) of Venezuela participated 
in the field testing with 22 responding, or 73.3 percent. Results 
indicated a high level of validity and reliability for all three 
categories, teaching (r=.85), research (r*.80) and service (r=.85). 
Further research established the reliability of the measures by 
testing 207 more faculty from UPEL with similar results (teaching: 
r=.76; research: r=.68; and service: r«.83). A copy of the instrument 
evaluation form and English and Spanish versions of the survey form 
are appended. (17 references) (JB) 
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FACULTY SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE: 
DEVELOPMENT, VALIDITY, AND RELIABILITY 



by 



Dr. Ana Gil Serafin 



ABSTRACT 



The purpose of this study was to design and test a survey 
instrument in which college faculty satisfaction with their role 
functions of teaching, research, and service were examined. 
Randomly selected faculty members from the Universidad 
Pedagogica Experimental Libertador (UPEL) of Venezuela, composed 
by seven branches, were the population (N»234). Items of Faculty 
Satisfaction Questionnaire (FSQ), English and Spanish versions, 
gathered from the literature were subjected to panel of experts 
review and field testing. 

Thirty faculty members participated in the field testing. The 
evidence of the validity and reliability of the measures showed that 
the alpha of teaching (11 items) r«.85; research (9 items) r-.80; and 
service (9 items) r«.85. More evidence of sufficient reliability of 
the measures was established testing 207 faculty members of UPEL. 
No negative item-correlations among the items were found. The 
three measures were identified as reliable for each section of the 
instrument. The alpha of teaching was .76, research .86, and service 
.83. The retention of respectable alpha coefficient, larger than .50, 
is further documentation of the reliability of the 39 items 
instrument formatted into four pages. 



The universal mission of the university are those of teaching, 
research, and service. Faculty are the human factors in charge of 
carrying out such academic functions. Faculty are aware of the 
concerns regarding curriculum, discrepancies between theory and 
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practice, student needs, multicultural diversity, budget restrictions, 
and so on. The faculty as a key defender of the tradition of the 
university has been studied widely. Faculty and their satisfactions 
are the main targets of this study. 

Studies in faculty satisfaction mention that teaching itself is 
a source of satisfaction (Cooper, 1973; DeFrain, 1979; Ibrahim, 
1985/1986; McNair, 1973/1980; Mellinger, 1982; Miller, 1986; 
Riday, 1981; "Teachers Are Proud," 1980; Weissman, 1981/1982). 
Also, teaching as a profession is another element that may produce 
satisfaction (Diener, 1985; Eckert & Stecklein, 1961; Nussel, 
Wiersma, & Rusche, 1988). Data on faculty activities, concerns, and 
commitments have shown that as a group faculty spend much more 
time on teaching (Ladd, 1979). Investigations in faculty 
satisfaction also mention research as part of their satisfactions 
(Woodrow, 1978). Research is more highly valued than teaching 
(Blackburn et al., 1980; Parelius, 1982). Concerning service, it can 
be considered "the broken leg of the stool." Service, as described by 
Martin (1977), "is short, poorly conceptualized and erratically 
expressed." 

OBJECTIVES OF INQUIRY 

The objective of this study was to design and test a survey 
instrument in which college faculty satisfaction with their role 
functions of teaching, research, and service were examined. 
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENT 

Format Criteria 

The level of faculty satisfaction was measured by the Faculty 
Satisfaction Questionnaire (FSQ) using a Likert-type scale (1- very 
dissatisfied, 2- dissatisfied, 3- neutral, 4* satisfied, and 5« very 
satisfied). Scoring weights for these choices were: 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 
respectively. A series of steps were followed to design the 
instrument and to ensure consistent and accurate results. The first 
step was an examination of the literature regarding satisfaction 
with teaching, research, and service in higher education institutions. 
This stage resulted in a large list of items, in modified form, 
serving as pool from which the final set of items was drawn. The 
items were grouped into three dimensions: teaching statements, 
research statements, and service statements. The satisfaction 
score for each dimension was determined by summing the weights 
for all items related to the variable. 

Overview of the Instrument Development 

The FSQ had 51 items in its first version. Forty-two items 
were related to teaching, research, and service statements and 9 
items requested information on personal and professional 
background. The questionnaire was divided into three sections: 
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teaching, research, and service, each section had 14 items 
describing some general aspects of the faculty position functions. 
The items 'ntended to apply to only university faculty's job. 

A page containing demographic items was also constructed 
requesting: (a) gender, (b) age, (c) earned degrees, (d) years of 
experience in higher education, (e) academic rank, (f) previous 
teaching experiences in other educational levels, and (g) rewards 
obtained due to teaching, research, and/or service activities. 

Expert Raviftw 

An examination of all specifications of role function was reviewed 
by a panel of experts who submitted their judgments based on a 
table of specifications containing the elements of faculty 
satisfaction found in the literature. It provided the content and 
structure of each item in the FSQ. A summary of the table of 
specifications is presented in Table 1. 



Table 1 

Table of Specifications 



Aspect Elements of Satisfaction Item 



Teaching 1. Teaching itself 1 

2. Teaching workload 1 1 

3. Class size 1 2 

4. Curriculum preparation 2,3,4,8,9,10 

5. Academic freedom 5 

6. Teaching as a profession 7 

7. Facilities and equipment 1 3 

8. Advising 6 

9. Teaching rewards 14 

Research 1 . Financial support 1,11 

2. Time release 2 

3. Publications 3,9 

4. Assistance 7,8,9 

5. Institutional research 4,13 

6. Intellectual research 5 

7. Research rewards 6,12 

8. Sabbatical leaves 14 

Service 1. Personal growth 3,5,10 

2. Professional growth 1,2,4,6 

3. Financial support 12,13 

4. Administrative duties 7,11 

5. Consulting 8,9 

6. Service rewards 1 4 



The panel's task was to compare the elements of teaching, 
research, and service to the items as operationalized aspects of the 
literature review. The panel reviewed the items for comprehension, 
content, and length. The content validity of the English version was 
then assessed by three experts. The Spanish version of the 



instrument was reviewed by Spanish grammar expert in order to 
verify the sentence structure, wording, and the accuracy in the 
translation of the instrument. An instrument evaluation form 
(Appendix A) was constructed to summarize and concentrate the 
results (opinion, judgment, changes, etc) given by each panel 
member. It helped to insure that comments were gathered on each 
item regarding tho themes involved. The first draft of FSQ was first 
reviewed in its English version. It was expected that two out of 
three panel members made similar suggestions prior to translating 
it into Spanish language. 

Results of Expert Review 

An item was rated based on the following criteria: (a) 
essential; (b) important, but not essential; and (c) not important. 
The items placed as essential by two out of three experts were 
automatically chosen. The results of the teaching statements, Part 
I, were as follows: 11 items were selected, and Item 3 regarding 
"the nature of the material to be taught," Item 4 about "deciding the 
content of the course," and Item 10 referring to "flexibility of the 
program to meet the needs of individual undergraduate majors" were 
dropped because of unclear wording. 

Regarding Part II, research statements, 9 items remained and 
5 (Items 4, 5, 9, 11, and 12) were eliminated. Item 4 related to 
"research opportunities to support institutional planning and 
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decision making" and Item 5 asking about "research opportunities 
for the intellectual growth of the faculty and students" were 
dropped due to their broad and ambiguous content. In respect to 
"writing research proposal" (Item 9), was found to be included into 
the Item 1 text, in addition, it was rated as not important. Item 12 
was dropped due to its similarity with Item 6. 

In Part III, service statements, nine items were kept without 
being modified, and Items 12 and 13 regarding financial support for 
attending conferences, seminars, making presentations, and so forth, 
were merged. The experts concurred in eliminating Item 3 referring 
to "institutional planning to provide personal enrichment," Item 4 
about "improving consulting skills," Item 5 regarding "enhancing 
interpersonal skills," and Item 6 on "exploring career options." 
There was complete accord in the reasons given such as content 
ambiguity (Item 3) and complexity (Item 5). Items 4 and 6 were 
considered as lacking of importance. Structure modification of Item 
10 was suggested. 

In regard to the Personal and Professional Data instrument 
attached, the panel agreed with eliminating Item 8, regarding the 
assessment of level of effort on specific tasks, due to its 
complexity and length. In reviewing the directions of FSQ, it was 
suggested that the items indicated more than activities. Therefore, 
the initial instructing paragraph was changed including activities, 
actions, conditions and/or functions of teaching, research, and 
service. 
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Field Testing 

The field testing would test the reliability of the instrument 
and the methods and procedures. Thirty faculty members 
participated in the field testing. The criteria for selecting these 
faculty were: (a) being a full-time faculty in the selected 
institutions, (b) teaching a specific subject area, and (c) assigned to 
determined academic department. The items retained were 
rearranged for the field instrument. The 29 items of teaching, 
research, and service aspects, and the 8 items of demographic 
information were formatted into six pages. Respondents were 
ensured confidentiality. Being anonymous was underlined as 
relevant in the directions. Reliability for each variable was 
determined by use of the Cronbach alpha coefficient. 

RESULTS 

At the 3-week point, 17 of the 30 participants had responded, 
for an 56.6% return rate. Four weeks following the field testing 
there remained 13 nonrespondents. The data collection was 
suspended at the fifth week. The final response rate was 22 of the 
30 mailed, or 73.3%. The evidence of the validity and reliability of 
the measures showed that the alpha of teaching (11 items) r« .85; 
research (9 items) r- .80; and service (9 items) r- .85. No negative 
item-correlations among the items were found. Consequently, no 
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changes in the instrument or procedure were made on the basis of 
the field test. 

Later, more evidence of sufficient reliability of the measures 
was established testing 207 faculty members of UPEL. The three 
measures were ratified as reliable for each section of the 
instrument. The alpha of teaching was .76, research .86, and service 
.83. As it is observed, the alpha coefficient for teaching decreased; 
however, the retention of respectable alpha coefficient, larger than 
.50, is further documentation of the reliability of the 39 items 
instrument formatted into four pages. Table 2 reports the field 
testing findings. 

Table 2 

Field Testing Report 

Measures 

Teaching Research Service 

Field I (N«30) r« .85 r» .BO r= .85 

Field II (N«207) r« .76 r* .86 r« .83 



EDUCATIONAL IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 

The significance of the study lies in its potential to determine 
individuals' satisfaction with their position functions in terms of 
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teaching, research, and service aspects. Given the factors of 
professional status and recurring criticism involving faculty, 
student, and university performance, FSQ may help to identify 
elements in the level of faculty satisfaction with their position 
functions that would provide responses to questions from the public 
domain. 

The individual analysis of a particular items contained in the 
instrument may be the primary step to find out what specific aspect 
of either teaching, research, or service produces more or less 
feelings of satisfaction on faculty. In analyzing satisfaction with 
teaching aspects, that is, teaching techniques, course design, 
evaluative strategies, grading, and classroom practices, results may 
help to make curricular decisions across campuses. The same is 
true for research and service statements. This type of instrument 
could fortify the study findings in terms of identifying what precise 
aspect is really fostering more individual satisfaction. 
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FACULTY SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 



The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine your 
satisfaction with your role functions relative to teaching, 
research, and service activities. 

There are 37 statements in this booklet. Twenty-nine statements 
are related to the role functions and the other 8 statements are 
related to your personal and professional background. 

This instrument is strictly confidential and, therefore, you are 
asked to remain anonymous. Please do not use your name on any 
returnable materials. 



Instructions 



1. Read each statement carefully. 

2. Indicate how satisfied you are with the role you perform 
described by the statement. 

* If you feel that your role provides more satisfaction than 
you expected with respect to a particular item, circle the 
number under Very Satisfied ( 5 ) . 

* If you feel that your role provides the expected 
satisfaction with respect to a particular item, circle the 
number under Satisfied ( 4 ) . 

* If you do not have any opinion regarding satisfaction with 
the statement, circle the number under Neutral (3). 

* If you feel that your role provides less satisfaction than 
you expected with respect to a particular item, circle the 
number under Dissatisfied ( 2 ) . 

* If you feel that your role provides you much less 
satisfaction than you expected with respect to a particular 
item, circle the number under Very Dissatisfied (1) 

3. Repeat this process for all statements. 

4. Please answer every item. 

5. Circle only one response for each statement. 
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PAgT i Teaching Statements 

To what extent are you satisfied with the following statements 
about teaching activities, actions, conditions, and or functions: 

VS S N D VD 

1. teaching as a professional career 5 4 3 2 1 

2. teaching in the classroom 5 4 3 2 1 

3. the academic freedom to select 5 4 3 2 1 
and decide the design, content, 

objectives, and instructional 
materials of the course you teach 

4. constructing examinations 5 4 3 2 1 

5. the appropriateness of procedures 5 4 3 2 1 
(papers, grades, exams) used to 

evaluate students in their courses 
in the department 

6. teaching methods (lectures, seminars, 5 4 3 2 1 
audiovisual aids, games) used in the 

courses of the department 

7. advising of students 5 4 3 2 1 

8. specialized facilities, such as 5 4 3 2 1 
laboratories, studios, and equipment 

needed for teaching in your field 



9. class size 



4 3 2 1 



10. teaching workload 5 4 3 2 1 

11. institutional teaching rewards 5 4 3 2 1 

PART II Research Statements 

To what extent are you satisfied with the following statements 
about research activities, actions, conditions, and or functions: 

VS S N D VD 

1. institutional financial 5 4 3 2 1 
support for research 

2. the release time offered 5 4 3 2 1 
by the institution for 

research 

3. opportunities to publish 5 4 3 2 1 
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PART III Service Statements 

To what extent are you satisfied with the following statements 
about service activities, actions, conditions, and or functions 



1. opportunities outside the 
university for participating 
in new developments in your 
field 

2. departmental efforts in 
support of the career 
development of faculty 
members 

3. working on committees 

4. outside consulting 

5. working with the school 
system 

6. available inservice train- 
ing opportunities 

7. attending faculty meetings 

8. financial and academic 
support for making 
presentations, attending 
conferences, seminars, etc 



VS 
5 



5 
5 
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5 
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1 



9. institutional service rewards 



4 
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PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 



Please answer the following questions about your personal 
and professional background by marking with an (X) and or filling 
in the appropriate space. 



1. Sex 



Male ( ) 



Female ( ) 



Age 



30 or under ( ) 31 
41 - 50 years ( ) 51 
Over 60 years ( ) 



Academic Rank 



4. Highest Degree 



Professor ( ) 
Assistant ( ) 



Doctorate ( ) 
Specialist ( ) 



-40 years 
- 60 years 



Associate 
Instructor 



Master 
Bachelor 



5. How many years has it been since you received your highest 
earned degree? years 



6. Years of higher education teaching experience 



a. In this department 

b. In this institution 

c. In other higher educ. inst. 

d. Total years 



years 
years 



years 



7. Had you had previous teaching experiences in 



a. primary education Yes 

b. secondary education Yes 



No 
No 



c. other higher educ. institution Yes 



No 



8. Have you received an award or otherwise been recognized for 



a. teaching ? 

b. research ? 

c. service? 



Yes 
Yes 
Yes 



No 
No 
No 
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APPENDIX C 



SATISFACTION DEL DOCENTE UNIVERSITARIO 
(Spanish Version) 



SATTSFArCTON DFX DOCENTE TTNIVFRSITARIO 

El siguiente cuestionario contiene 36 frases. Veintinueve se relacionan con aspectos diarios de 
docencia, investigacidn y extension y 8 se refieren a datos personales y profesicnales. 

El proposito de este instrument es describir el grado de satisfaccidn alcanzado por el docente con 
respecto a las funciones universitarias de docencia, investigacidn y extension. 

Las paginas siguientes contienen: (1) las instmcciones paxa completar el instrument, (2) las frascs 
que expresan el grado de satisfaction del docente con respecto a slgunos aspectos de docencia, 
investigation y extension, y (3) los datos personales y profesionales a completer. 

Este i\istrumento es absolutamente confiden' / U y andnimo. La informatidn que ud. suministre 
s61o serf tratada en conjunto con el resto de la muestra. Por favor, no identiflque el cuestionario. 



Instmcciones 

1. Lea cuidadosamente y responda cada aspecto senalado. 

2. Indique el grado de satisfaccidn que usted siente por el aspecto particular de su position como 
piofesor universitario que se enuncia, haciendo uso de la siguiente escala: 



* Si siente que el aspecto que describe parte de sus funciones le da mds 
satisfaccidn de la que esperaba, encierre en un circulo el numero que indica 
" Muv Satis fecho " (5). 

* Si siente que el aspecto que describe parte de sus funciones le da sdlo la 
satisfaccidn que esperaba, encierre en un circulo el numero que indica 
" Satis f^ha ** (4). 

* Si no tiene ninguna opinidn con respecto al aspecto indie ado, encierre en 
un circulo el numero que indica "Neutral ** (3), 

* Si siente que el aspecto que describe parte de sus funciones le da menos 
satisfaccidn de lo que esperaba, encierre en un circulo el numero que indica 
"InsatisfcchQ" (2). 

* Si siente que el aspecto que describe parte de sus funciones le dd mucho 
menos de la satisfaccidn que esperaba, encierre en un circulo el numero que 
indica " Muv Insatisfecho " (1). 



3. Responda a cada firase. 

4. Encierre en un circulo sdlo una de las alternatives de respuesta planteada. 
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PARTE I 

Aspectos de Docencia 

Cuil es el grado de saiisfaccidn que ud siente con los siguientes aspectos de la docencia ? 





MS 


S 


N 


I 


MI 


1 . la docencia como profesi6n 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


2. el trabajo en el aula 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


3 . la liDertad en la seleccion de objetivos, tontenioos, 
materiales instmccionales del curso que ensefta 


(5) 


W 




W 




4. la elaboracidn de examenes 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


5 . los procedimientos (trabajos escritos, examenes) 
usados para evaluar a los estudiantes en la mayoria de 
los cursos del departamento 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


6. los mdtodos de ensefianza que usa en el Cos) curso(s) 
que ensefta 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


7 . la asesorfa academica que brinda a los estudiantes 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


8. las condiciones flsicas, laboratories, salones 
especializados y equipos disponibles para la 
ensefianza en su esnecialidad 

Wll0VlWUI£*i VII all VBUwIMIWWl 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


9. el numero de alumnos en sus cursos 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


10. la carga acidemica asignada 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


1 1 . los reconocimientos institucionales para la docencia 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


PARTE n 

Aspectos de Investigacidn 












Cual es el grado de satisfaccidn que ud siente con los siguientes aspectos de la investigacidn? 




MS 


S 


N 


I 


MI 


1 . el apoyo econdmico de la institucion para la 
investigation 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


2 . el tierapo libre permiddo per la institucion para 
invesdgar 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


3 . las oportunidades para publicar 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 
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MS 


S 


N 


I 


MI 


4. las posibilidadcs de conseguir pcrmisos sabiticos 
para dedicarse a la investigation 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


5. la asistcncia tecnica ofrecida para d anfilisis de dates 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


6 . la disponibilidad del centre de computation para el 
procesamiento de datos 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


7 . el apoyo logfctico para la investigation 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


8 . el departamento como ente academico estimulante 
para la mvesugacion 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


9. los reconotimientos institutionales para la 
investigacidn 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


PARTE in 
Aspectos de Extensi6n 












CM es el grado de satisfacci6n que ud. siente con los siguientes aspectos de extensi6n? 






MS 


S 


N 


I 


MI 


1 . las oportunidades ofrecidas fuera de la instituti6n 
para adquirir nuevos conocimientos en la distiplina 
que ensefia 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


2. los esfut rzos del departamento para apoyar el 
desarroUo profesional de los docentes 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


3 . el trabajo en comisiones en la Universidad 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


4. los servicios profesionales prestados a entes externos 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


5 . el trabajo realizado con los distritos escolares 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


6. las oportunidades de caparitacidn profesional 
ofrecidas por la institucidn 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


* 

7 . las reuniones convocadas por el departamento 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


8 . el apoyo econdmico para partitipar en eventos, 
presentar trabajos, etc. 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 


9. los reconotimientos institutionales per la acdvidad 
de extension 


(5) 


(4) 


(3) 


(2) 


(1) 
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Date Personates y Profesionales 



Respond* a las preguntas que a continuation se le formulan acerca de algunos aspectos dc su vida 
personal y profesional. Entierre en un cixculo o complete segun sea el caso. 



Nombre del Institute 



Dependencia al cual se adscribe . 

1. Sexo 

2. Edad 



3. Categoria acade'mica 



4. Tftulo mas alto obtenido 



Masculino 

rnenor de 30 afios 
41 - SO afios 
Mayor de 60 afios 

Profesor Titular 
Profesor Agregado 
Profesor Instructor 

Doctorado 
Especialista 
Otto, ningiin tftulo 



Femenino 

31-40 afios 

51-60 afios 



Profesor Asociado 
Profesor Asistente 



Maestrfa 

Licenriarura/Profesor . 



5. Cuantos afios ban pas ado desde que obtuvo su ultimo tftulo? 

6. Afios de experiencia docente en educacldn superior 



afios 



a. En este departamento 

b. En este ir-tituto afios 

c. En otto insututo de educ. superior , 

d. Total afios 



7. Ha tenido usted experiencia docente previa en 



afios 



a. educacidn primaria 

b. educacidn secundaria 

c. otro insututo de educ. superior 



sr. 

Si 



No. 
No. 
No. 



afios 



8. Ha recibido algun premio o reconocimiento per sus labores en 



a. dncencia ? 

b. invesrigacidn? 
C. extension? 



sr. 



_No 
..No 
_No, 
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